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ABSTRACT 
The transition toward a post-capitalist knowledge-oriented economy has resulted in an 
increasingly competitive academic environment, where the success of faculty is dependent on 
their research productivity. This study sought to fill a gap in the literature by examining the 
personal and institutional determinants of the quantity and quality of the research productivity of 
hospitality and tourism management faculty in US institutions. A survey of 98 faculty found that 
a different set of determinants impact the quantity and quality aspects of research productivity. 
Also, institutional determinants were found to play a larger role, indicating the need for 
administrators to strive for a culture that is supportive of and an infrastructure that is conducive 
to their faculty’s research success. The authors use the field of hospitality and tourism 
management as a case study to develop a holistic and cohesive framework for knowledge worker 
productivity in academia. The findings can guide the evaluation, hiring, and development of 
researchers in the knowledge-based industry of education. 
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1. Introduction  
      As the economy grows ever more interconnected and globalized, knowledge resources 
are as critical as the traditional economic drivers - land, labor, and capital - in generating tangible 
and intangible economic value (Drucker, 1992). University-based research is of particular 
importance to the innovation needs of a knowledge-based economy, as the early-stage research 
that is typically performed at universities serves to expand the knowledge pool from which the 
private sector draws ideas and innovation (Atkinson & Stewart, 2011).  
Given the place of universities as a driving force in providing intellectual capital for the 
new knowledge society, there is a growing affection for the measurable outcomes and utilitarian 
values of knowledge work in academia (Gould, 2006; Kleinman & Vallas, 2001). Research 
outputs “soon became the measure by which all colleges were judged, even those who did not 
have a research mission” (La Lopa, 2013, p.1). Thus, while research, teaching, and service are 
the mantra for achieving promotion and tenure, faculty at most US universities find that research 
is critical while other factors play a supporting role (Schell, 2004). The demand for faculty 
research productivity has been further exacerbated due to reduced funding support and societal 
demand for greater levels of transparency and accountability of universities to taxpayers and the 
public (Atkinson & Stewart, 2011). This is no exception for programs in the field of hospitality 
and tourism management (HTM). 
Given the increased emphasis on the research productivity of academic faculty, the 
present study examines the determinants of research productivity in the field of HTM within US 
institutions. While there are many studies on research productivity in HTM, these tend to focus 
on the ranking of institutions (Severt, Tesone, Bottorff, & Carpenter, 2009) and journals (Ryan, 
2005) or institutional level productivity (H. “Andy” Lee & Law, 2011). The work at the level of 
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the individual focuses on ranking researchers based on their productivity (for example, Way et 
al., 2012). The drivers of research productivity at the individual level have been ignored in the 
HTM literature. In addition, much of the wider literature on knowledge worker productivity 
focuses on the impact of institutional factors (for example, Davenport et al., 2002); the role 
played by personal factors is largely ignored. The present study fills this gap in the literature by 
identifying the institutional/structural factors and personal characteristics (Hedjazi & Behravan, 
2011; Ramsden, 1994) that contribute to the quantity and quality of research produced by faculty 
in HTM. The need to measure both the quantity and quality dimensions of knowledge worker 
productivity (Ramírez & Nembhard, 2004), including faculty researchers (Gonzalez-Brambila & 
Veloso, 2007), has been highlighted. The literature on knowledge worker productivity serves as 
the theoretical foundation of the present study. 
The present study is important in three ways. First, it contributes to the literature on 
knowledge worker productivity by introducing personal factors and delineates quality from 
quantity in measuring knowledge work outputs. Second, the findings also bear practical 
implications. From an administrative perspective, understanding and facilitating the institutional 
factors that impact faculty research productivity can ensure greater productivity for the entire 
department and thus academic repute for the institution. Third, individual faculty members can 
use the findings to make the decisions necessary to achieve the success they desire in their 
careers.  
In addition, the present study addresses the need to examine the factors that contribute to 
the development of HTM as an academic discipline in light of increased research quality 
evaluations (Hall, 2011). The field is relatively nascent and there exists a pressing need to define 
a body of knowledge that bolsters its claim as a viable academic pursuit, rather than a mere 
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context in which theories from other fields are applied (Ottenbacher, Harrington, & Parsa, 2009). 
An understanding of the factors that impact the ability of its researchers to create and 
disseminate knowledge is timely, as they strive to establish its perceptual legitimacy and status in 
comparison to other more established fields of study within the university (Severt et al., 2009). 
Moreover, given the intensive nature of the publish or perish syndrome in the US academic 
system, exacerbated by extant promotion and tenure requirements, the present study focuses on 
the determinants of research productivity in the context of HTM faculty at US institutions.  
 
2. Literature Review 
2.1. The knowledge economy and university research 
The idea of the knowledge economy was popularized by management guru Peter 
Drucker. It refers to the transition of society from its agricultural and labor-intensive orientation 
to an interconnected, globalized economy in which knowledge resources are as critical as the 
economist’s traditional factors of production - land, labor, and capital - in generating tangible 
and intangible economic value (Drucker, 1992). While the role of businesses and organizations - 
as fundamental drivers of economic value creation - in the proliferation of the knowledge 
economy has often been emphasized (Nonaka, Umemoto, & Senoo, 1996), the strategic 
importance of the university in the sociocultural and economic development of the knowledge-
based society has also been recognized (Delanty, 2001).  
There has been a rapid breakdown of the institutional boundaries between companies and 
universities, with organizations shifting their R&D activities upstream, allowing universities to 
take on a larger role in the innovation system and to drive economic growth in knowledge-based 
societies (Atkinson & Stewart, 2011). “The university is faced with demands that require a 
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strengthening of its ability to create and disseminate knowledge” (Conceição and Heitor, 1999, p. 
37); thus the need to identify and understand the different components of the university’s 
research function. These observations pertaining to the role of university research in the 
knowledge economy provide support to the characterization of its faculty as knowledge workers.   
 
2.2. University faculty as knowledge workers 
Knowledge workers have been defined as “people with a high degree of education or 
expertise whose work primarily involves the creation, distribution, or application of knowledge” 
(Davenport, 2002, as cited in Ramírez and Nembhard, 2004, p. 604). Academics have always 
worked with knowledge, both creating and transmitting it (Deem, 2004). As is the case with 
professional employees in knowledge-centered organizations, individual faculty members are 
allowed a substantial degree of autonomy and discretion in the assimilation and application of 
their expertise in research and teaching (Geiger, 2004). Meanwhile, the configurations and 
working conditions of professors in the United States have been profoundly influenced by 
fundamental patterns and shifts in the larger political economy of the country (J. Lee, Cheslock, 
Maldonado-Maldonado, & Rhoades, 2005).  Specifically, given the place of universities as a 
driving force in providing intellectual capital for the new knowledge society, there is a growing 
affection for the measurable outcomes and utilitarian values of knowledge work in academia 
(Gould, 2006; Kleinman & Vallas, 2001). Thus, for the purpose of the present study, knowledge 
worker productivity is defined as the measurement of the output of a faculty’s knowledge work, 
which manifests in the creation and dissemination of knowledge pertaining to the faculty’s field 
of expertise. 
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That the public image of an institution can be enhanced by the research output of its 
academics has resulted in a large proportion of universities placing a greater emphasis on the 
research productivity of their faculty (Law & Chon, 2007). The tenure process, which represents 
a fundamental structural component of the US academic reward system, often tends to value 
research more than other faculty activities; a phenomenon perpetuated by fierce institutional 
competition for government and private research dollars (Boardman & Ponomariov, 2007). Such 
trends, in conjunction with the traditionally strong research orientation and performance of US 
universities, mean that the career success of faculty members is increasingly dependent on their 
ability to be productive researchers.   
The publish or perish phenomenon is no exception for programs in the field of HTM: 
Ladkin and Weber (2008) found that the publication of research articles was perceived by 
hospitality and tourism academics as the most important strategy for career advancement. Thus, 
given the increased emphasis on the research productivity of academic faculty in the evaluation 
of their performance as knowledge workers, the present study examines the determinants of 
research productivity in the field of HTM within US institutions.  
 
2.3. Determinants of academic research productivity 
The broader issue of knowledge worker productivity has garnered significant interest 
from academics and practitioners alike. According to Drucker (1999), the biggest challenge for 
management in the 21
st
 century is to increase the productivity of knowledge workers. Drucker 
long recognized that knowledge work is “at the heart of innovation, which is itself the key to 
long-term organizational sustainability and growth” (Davenport et al., 2002, p.1). This 
recognition spurred the need to identify the factors that impact the productivity of knowledge 
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workers, with the understanding that these factors can be carefully designed and/or manipulated 
to improve productivity, and subsequently organizational performance.  
In presenting their framework of the factors impacting knowledge worker productivity, 
Davenport et al. (2002) highlight that “it is a mistake to lump all knowledge workers into one 
category” (p.7). The nature of the task itself is a critical determinant of the solution(s) to 
enhancing knowledge worker productivity (Drucker, 1999). This recognition readily applies to 
the present context of university faculty as knowledge workers. In this regard, researchers have 
examined the impact of a variety of factors on the research productivity of academic faculty. 
These factors have been delineated along two dimensions: personal characteristics and 
institutional determinants.  
Studies have shown that personal characteristics such as age, gender, socioeconomic 
status, family-related factors, educational background/graduate training, industry experience, 
academic rank, intrinsic academic motivation, among others, have an effect on the research 
productivity of academic faculty (Bell & Seater, 1978; Braxton & Bayer, 1986; Hedjazi & 
Behravan, 2011; S. Levin & Stephan, 1989; Lin & Bozeman, 2006; Ramsden, 1994; Sax, 
Hagedorn, Arredondo, & Dicrisi III, 2002). Other factors found to be important in determining 
the productivity of an individual are related to the department or institution in which they work. 
These factors include culture, size of the organization, diversity, supervision of doctoral students, 
teaching load, reward systems, funding support, tenure, service/outside consulting, mentorship, 
among others (Buchheit, Collins, & Collins, 2001; Dundar & Lewis, 1998; Kyvik & Smeby, 
1994; McGill & Settle, 2012; Weber & Ladkin, 2008; Zivney & Bertin, 1992).  
In examining the impact of institutional characteristics of HTM programs on research 
productivity, Lee and Law (2011) highlighted the need for future research to collect detailed data 
Page 8 of 44
URL: http://mc.manuscriptcentral.com/jhte  Email: agrayson@chrie.org
Journal of Hospitality & Tourism Education
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
For Peer Review Only
 9
on individual faculty to examine the relationships between author characteristics, environmental 
variables and research productivity at the level of the individual. In recognition of this need, the 
present study examines the impact of both personal characteristics and institutional determinants 
on the productivity of research faculty in HTM. The inclusion of personal characteristics is one 
of the present study’s most important contributions to the broader literature on knowledge 
worker productivity, since existing frameworks - such as that suggested by Davenport et al. 
(2002) - tend to comprise only institutional determinants. Moreover, while extant research has 
examined the impact of variables that comprise the dimension of personal characteristics or 
institutional determinants, often individually and sometimes using combinations of variables 
within each dimension, no previous study has examined how these dimensions work collectively 
in their impact on faculty research productivity. The framework adopted in the present study is 
presented in Figure 1.  
 
 
Figure 1: Framework for Academic Research Productivity 
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2.4. Measuring academic research productivity  
In the academic context, the most often used proxy for measuring research productivity is 
counting the number of articles published in selected research journals (Jogaratnam, 2005; 
Malhotra & Kher, 1996; Zhao & Ritchie, 2007). However, the suitability of this measure for 
assessing productivity is often debated on three grounds.   
First, the publications counting literature is revealed to be methodologically flawed in 
areas such as the subjectivity of journal selection, the time frame establishing in sampling 
procedures and various arithmetic procedures employed in calculating output measures 
(Losekoot, Verginis, & Wood, 2001). Second, counting only journal articles does not account for 
the fact that publications may come in the way of other sources, which underplays the influence 
of some authors as compared to others. Ryan (2005) cited such a concern in his ranking of 
academics and journals in tourism research. In particular, he drew a distinction between US and 
European academic systems which emphasize different types of research: the time constrained 
variety which can be easily completed within a semester and leads to journal publications, versus 
that which requires a more ethnographic research pattern ith long periods of immersion and 
which leads to publications in the form of books, book chapters, conference proceedings, etc.  
Moreover, in an evaluation of research performance in HTM in universities across the world, 
Law and Chon (2007) found that publishing research books, research notes in first and second-
tier journals, research monographs, book chapters, textbooks, edited books, and publications and 
presentations in conference were all found to be important to university program heads. 
Third, counting publications has been challenged as a methodology for measuring 
research quality (Toutkoushian, Porter, Danielson, & Hollis, 2003), since “consensus on what 
determines journal quality is one of the most heavily debated issues in research productivity 
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studies” (Lee and Law, 2011, p. 433). As highlighted by Wood (1995), productivity in terms of 
quantity does not guarantee quality and the implied association between the two is a source of 
concern for many academics as well as observers of higher education. For example, Hall (2011) 
identified different rankings of tourism journals using different approaches to evaluating journal 
quality. He further highlighted that such analyses do not occur in vacuum but are impacted by 
the institutional and policy context that determines which metrics are applied, “with subsequent 
effects on performance evaluation, career development and future direction of tourism studies” 
(p. 16). Thus, in addition to the methodological consideration of the calculation of output 
measures i.e. the selection of journal/publication sources, time frame, and arithmetic procedures, 
research productivity needs to be measured along both quality and quantity dimensions, as in the 
present study’s framework. This third issue is extant in the wider literature on knowledge worker 
productivity. Ramírez and Nembhard (2004) stress the importance of including measures of 
quality in any taxonomy of knowledge worker productivity. As highlighted by Drucker (1999), 
“productivity of the knowledge worker is not - at least not primarily - a matter of the quantity of 
output. Quality is at least as important” (p. 84). 
 
3. Methodology 
3.1. Survey Instrument  
The survey aimed to capture personal and institutional determinants and the quantity and 
quality of academic research productivity. It comprised five sections: section one included 
questions about the respondents’ highest degree (Ph.D. or Masters), section two included 
questions about the respondents’ current position in academia, section three included questions 
about the respondents’ previous academic positions (if any), section four included questions 
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about the respondents’ publications record, and section five included demographic questions and 
also provided respondents with the opportunity to provide open-ended comments. In section 
four, the authors queried respondents about the number of publications they have had accepted in 
academic sources including journal articles, conference proceedings, edited/authored books, and 
book chapters (Hall, 2011). To measure the quality of publications, the authors queried 
respondents about the number of publications they have had accepted in six leading journals in 
the field: three of which are hospitality-focused and three are tourism-focused (see Appendix B). 
These journals have been consistently used in studies that measure faculty and institutional level 
research productivity, since 1991 (Lee and Law, 2011). 
The instrument was then presented to an expert panel of three faculty members belonging 
to a major HTM program. Between them, the three faculty members possessed a total of 32 years 
of experience in academia. As highlighted by Pawlowski and Okoli (2004), the use of an expert 
panel can be of great value in the initial stages of theory development, helping researchers 
identify the variables of interest and generate propositions. Consistent with Czaja and Blair's 
(2005) recommendations, the panel members were given a copy of the draft instrument several 
days prior to the meeting. Then, in a group session, the panel reviewed the questionnaire item by 
item, and made several recommendations based on their knowledge of questionnaires/survey 
design and their subject matter expertise. Following this group session, the authors modified the 
questionnaire and sent it back to the panel to validate the consolidated list of factors. Following 
Pawlowski and Okoli's (2004) suggestion, the experts were asked to verify that the authors had 
clearly defined and operationalized the items in the questionnaire, thus contributing to construct 
validity. At this time, they were also invited to suggest additional items that they might not have 
considered initially.  
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Between the group session and the subsequent follow up, the panel suggested the addition 
of three variables, the removal of two variables, and the extension of one of the variables to 
capture more detail than as previously framed. As a result, 24 independent variables were 
retained across the two dimensions of the determinants of research productivity: personal 
characteristics and institutional determinants. The panel agreed with the authors’ original 
construction of the two dependent variables, quantity and quality of publications, and these were 
retained as is. These recommendations helped improve the overall flow of the survey, thus 
reducing the amount of time and cognitive processing required for its completion.  
 
3.2. Data collection 
One must clarify that in the present study, when referring to “hospitality and tourism 
management programs” or HTM as a field, the authors are referring to programs encompassing a 
variety of related areas of study such as hospitality, tourism, leisure, recreation, culinary arts, 
event management, casino management, etc. The names and foci of academic programs in the 
field and the departments and colleges housing these programs (in the US and across the world) 
often reflect a mix and match of these areas of study.   
The Internet survey was disseminated via email to 693 faculty members at US institutions 
from the list of 100 HTM programs in the world, ranked by instances of publications across 11 
journals for a 5-year period by Severt et al. (2009). The list of these 42 US-based institutions is 
presented in Appendix A. The authors also posted the survey on the Global Hospitality 
Educators (GHE) website, which is “the largest communication tool for hospitality and tourism 
educators in the world” (Boger & Boger, n.d.). The survey was also disseminated via the 
Tourism Research Information Network (TRINET), “an email distribution list that connects 
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members of the international tourism research and education community” (“TRINET,” n.d.). The 
latter two outlets were used to capture US respondents at institutions outside the 100 programs 
identified by Severt et al. (2009).  
     Eysenbach (2004, as cited in Parsons, 2007) has recommended against using the term 
response rate with Web-based surveys and has advised reporting alternative metrics, of which the 
completion rate is a key factor in determining the overall quality of the data. The completion rate 
- the number of people who complete the last page of the survey, expressed as a percentage of 
those who begin the survey - was calculated at 72.14% (101/140). After deleting outliers 
(discussed in the section below), the final sample size for the present study was 98 respondents. 
 
3.3 Key variables 
Research productivity was operationalized as both quantity and quality of publications. 
These two dependent variables were weighted by the number of years the respondent had worked 
in academia: the longer an individual has worked in academia, the more publications (s) he is 
likely to have. The data also exhibit significant correlations between quantity and quality of 
publications and the number of years worked in academia. These adjusted measures are 
consistent with Wood’s (1995) suggestion to account for activity attainment in publishing - the 
regularity and consistency of publication, as opposed to the total number of publications 
throughout one’s career i.e. absolute attainment. 
The two dependent variables were not normally distributed. The skewness and kurtosis 
measures for quantity of publications per year were 2.816 and 13.893, while those for the quality 
of publications per year were 3.145 and 11.874. The histograms indicated that both distributions 
were right skewed, with the quality of publications per year tending towards a Poisson-like 
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distribution. An analysis of outliers (“Extreme Values” in SPSS) indicated that three respondents 
had particularly high values on both dependent variables of quantity and quality. These three 
observations were removed from the dataset, following which the skewness and kurtosis 
measures improved significantly.  However, the quality variable was still heavily right skewed, 
maintaining its Poisson-like distribution. This was not surprising given that the authors had 
selected six specific journals as proxies for quality, resulting in a large number of zero values for 
this particular variable, as was the case in Levin and Stephan (1991). To correct for this right 
skew, the authors took the square root of the original variable, a power transformation suggested 
by Lalonde (2012). This transformation resulted in significantly lower skewness and kurtosis 
values (.634 and -.624), which were considered acceptable for regression analysis.   
 
3.4 Model specification 
Given the large number of independent variables that could be used to predict research 
productivity, the authors used the stepwise regression procedure. “Stepwise regression is a semi-
automated process of building a model by successively adding or removing variables based on 
the t-statistics of their estimated coefficients” (“Stepwise and all-possible-regressions,” n.d.). It is 
especially useful for sifting through large numbers of potential independent variables. There are 
three approaches in stepwise regression: forward, backward, and bidirectional elimination. 
Bidirectional elimination follows an algorithm whereby at each step, all eligible variables are 
considered for removal and entry, based on either minimizing or maximizing the F statistic (IBM 
SPSS Statistics for Windows, Version 20.0). This procedure was used to build the models for 
both the quantity and quality of research productivity.  
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Appendix B presents the list of variables that were used in the present study, their 
definition, how they were calculated, and the previous literature supporting their inclusion. The 
24 independent variables that were retained from the expert panel discussion have been 
categorized into their two dimensions: personal characteristics and institutional determinants.  
The regression model for this study can be expressed as follows: 
 
_	/_	 = 	₀	 + 	∑ 	

 +        
 
where pubs_year is the number of publications per year i.e. quantity of publications, 
pubs_qual is the number of publications in the six selected journals per year i.e. quality of 
publications,	 are the coefficients of the determinants of the 24 independent variables  that 
are assumed to influence research productivity, and	 is the random error term. 
 
4. Results and Discussion 
4.1. Sample description 
The demographics for the sample are presented in Table 1. The final sample consisted of 
62% (n = 61) male and 35% (n = 34) female respondents. Additionally, 45% (n = 44) of the 
sample was currently employed at the rank of assistant professor, 24% (n = 24) was at the 
associate professor rank, and 31% (n = 30) was at the rank of full professor. Those at the rank of 
assistant professor had worked in academic for an average of 5.86 years, while associate and full 
professors had worked for an average of 18.21 and 22.87 years respectively. Of the total sample, 
82 respondents (84%) were employed at research institutions, while 16 respondents (16%) were 
employed at teaching institutions. The profile of the sample is consistent with that collected by 
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McKercher et al. (2006) in their study of hospitality and tourism academics from around the 
world (including the US).  
Table 1 
Demographics 
 
Frequency  
(n = 98) 
% 
Gender   
Male 61 62 
Female 34 35 
Rank   
Assistant Professor 44 45 
Associate Professor 24 24 
Full Professor 30 31 
Number of years in academia 
(mean) 
 
 
Assistant Professor 5.86 
Associate Professor 18.21 
Full Professor 22.87 
Type of institution (current)   
Research 82 84 
Teaching 16 16 
 
4.2. Factors affecting quantity of publications 
The results of the stepwise regression for the quantity of publications (pubs_year) are 
presented in Table 2. Since the stepwise procedure considers each of the 24 independent 
variables for removal and entry at every step of the algorithm, the table below includes only the 
final set of predictors that were significant in their impact on the quantity of publications. An 
analysis of the Q-Q plot of residuals indicated that the errors were normally distributed, which 
was confirmed by Shapiro-Wilk test for normality (.973, p = .059). The VIF statistics indicated 
that there was no multicollinearity between the independent variables. Furthermore, the White 
test indicated that the data were homoscedastic (F = 2.900, p = .06). 
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Table 2 
Results of Stepwise Regression Analysis - Quantity of Publications 
 Coefficient Std. Error t P 
(Constant) .058 .874 .067 .947 
resasst .220  .127 1.742 .010 
pubs_ten .209  061 3.447 .001 
commit_doc 1.711  .577 2.946 .004 
resasst_week .140 .034 4.114 .000 
     n= 98; R
2
 = .48   
 
The resulting model explained 48% of the variance in the dependent variable: quantity of 
publications. The only personal characteristic that is significant in its impact on quantity of 
publications is the number of research assistantships a person had during graduate school 
(resasst). Those having one more semester of research assistantship during graduate school are 
predicted to have .220 more publications per year as faculty. This result is consistent with 
Buchmueller et al.'s (1999) study in which “former research assistants were predicted to have .77 
more articles than individuals who were not research assistants” (p. 74).  
Three institutional characteristics are found to significantly impact quantity of 
publications: number of publications expected for tenure (pubs_ten), the number of doctoral 
committees chaired by the faculty member per year (commit_doc), and number of hours per 
week for which research assistants are available (resasst_week). For every additional publication 
expected for tenure, faculty produce an average of .209 more publications per year. This result is 
consistent with Zivney and Bertin (1992) who found that faculty members who had a higher 
number of publications at tenure continued to maintain their high rate of publications for several 
years after receiving tenure.  
Every additional committee chaired results in an increase of 1.711 publications per year.  
This result is consistent with Lee and Law (2011) who found that the availability of a doctoral 
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program was a significant predictor of institutional research productivity. Also, the authors did 
not find a significant relationship between the number of masters committees chaired and 
research productivity. Both these results are consistent with Law and Chon (2007) who found 
that supervising doctoral students was a vital research undertaking for HTM faculty, more so 
than the supervision of master’s students.  
Finally, faculty are found to benefit significantly from having research assistants 
available to them, both in terms of the quantity and quality of their research output. For every 
additional hour of research assistance per week, faculty productivity increased by .140 
publications per year. This result is consistent with Dundar and Lewis (1998) who found that 
employing more graduate students as research assistants had a positive impact on faculty 
research productivity across all fields within the university.  
  
4.3. Factors affecting quality of publications 
The results of the stepwise regression for the quality of publications (pubs_qual) are 
presented in Table 3. Since the stepwise procedure considers each of the 24 independent 
variables for removal and entry at every step of the algorithm, the table below includes only the 
final set of predictors that were significant in their impact on the quality of publications. An 
analysis of the Q-Q plot of residuals indicated that the errors were normally distributed, which 
was confirmed by Kolmogorov-Smirnov test for normality (.092, p = .169). This finding 
evidences the effectiveness of the power transformation conducted on this dependent variable. 
Also, the VIF statistics indicated that there was no multicollinearity between the independent 
variables. Furthermore, the White test indicated that the data were homoscedastic (F = .421, p = 
.658). 
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Table 3 
Results of Stepwise Regression Analysis - Quality of Publications 
 Coefficient Std. Error t P 
(Constant) .827 .192 4.306 .000 
secondary .004 .002 2.270 .026 
resasst_week .018 .006 3.176 .002 
class_year -.086 .031 -2.741 .008 
     n= 98; R
2
 = .41  
 
The resulting model explained 41% of the variance in the dependent variable: quality of 
publications. While the authors cannot make a similar interpretation for the quality of 
publications variable, as for the quantity variable, due to the square root transformation, the 
significance and direction of the impact of the independent variables can be discussed. As 
evident from Table 3, the only significant personal characteristic is the proportion of publications 
in which the faculty member used secondary data sources (secondary). Faculty who had a higher 
proportion of their overall publications based on secondary data were found to publish more in 
the top tier HTM journals. According to Thomas and Heck (2001), secondary data sets are 
attractive to researchers because they are typically high quality, easily obtained, and come with 
financial incentives for use. Moreover, “secondary analyses of large [high quality] datasets 
provide a mechanism for researchers to address high impact questions that would otherwise be 
prohibitively expensive and time-consuming to study” (Smith et al., 2011). Thus, while the 
authors did not explicitly measure whether the faculty members’ publications in the six leading 
journals were based on primary or secondary data, one can infer based on the above assertions 
that those using more secondary data were also more likely to conduct research of higher quality 
and/or address high impact research questions that were likely to be attractive to the six leading 
journals in the field. 
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There are two significant institutional factors that impact quality of publications. First, 
the hours per week for which research assistants are available to faculty (resasst_week) 
positively impact research productivity in terms of the number of publications per year in the six 
leading journals in HTM. Second, the number of classes taught per year (class_year) negatively 
impacts research productivity. This result is consistent with Buchheit et al.'s (2001) study of the 
research productivity of accounting faculty, in which they found that lower teaching loads 
resulted in more publications in the top 3, 9, and 22 journals of the field.   
 
5. Implications and Conclusion 
5.1. Implications of key findings 
The present study adds to the literature on knowledge worker productivity by examining 
a specific subset of knowledge workers i.e. university researchers. It uses HTM as a case study to 
develop a framework for knowledge worker productivity in academia (Figure 1). The findings 
can guide the evaluation, hiring, and development of (new) researchers in the knowledge-based 
industry of education (Williamson & Cable, 2003). The framework is holistic in that it addresses 
the neglect of the personal determinants of knowledge worker productivity in the more general 
(for example, Davenport et al. 2002) and faculty-research specific literature. Moreover, while 
extant research on faculty research productivity has examined the impact of variables that 
comprise the dimension of personal characteristics or institutional determinants, often 
individually and sometimes using combinations of variables within each dimension, no previous 
study has presented a cohesive framework to examine how these dimensions work collectively.  
An observation of Tables 1 and 2 reveals that more institutional than personal factors 
determine both publication quantity (3 versus 1) and quality (2 versus 1). This indicates the need 
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for institutions to strive for a culture that is supportive of and an infrastructure that is conducive 
to its faculty’s research success. It is also interesting that the quantity and quality of publication 
are affected by different factors except the availability of research support in the form of research 
assistants, which positively affects both research quantity and quality. Although some faculty 
members may claim that supervision detracts from their own research, the present study’s 
finding is consistent with Kyvik and Smeby’s (1994) study in that the number of students 
supervised had a positive effect on faculty productivity. Such collaboration is beneficial to the 
research assistants as well, since they are afforded the opportunity to learn the ropes, which 
subsequently impacts their own productivity as researchers, as evidenced by the significance of 
the resasst variable. This finding suggests that providing research assistants may be the most 
efficient investment a department head can make to improve his/her faculty’s research 
productivity. 
Besides the availability of research assistant support, other institutional factors that 
positively affect the quantity of publications are the number of publications required for tenure 
and the number of doctoral committees chaired. While the former result implies that department 
heads may be able to increase the productivity of their faculty by requiring more publications 
during the tenure process, it does not mean that the resulting research will be of a higher quality.  
Higher publication requirements for tenure were not significantly associated with more 
publications in the six leading journals sampled in the present study (p = .862).  
 Faculty members are also expected to be more productive if they chair more doctoral 
student committees, but not master’s committees. This finding is highly relevant to early career 
faculty. It suggests that they must actively seek out collaborations with doctoral students, since 
these are more likely to result in publications that are beneficial to their quest for tenure. From an 
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administrative perspective, department heads can potentially require a portion of doctoral student 
funding towards work with assistant professors. In addition, the supervision of doctoral students, 
particularly as committee chair, is a skill that faculty tend to develop over time. While junior 
faculty are often well aware of the most up-to-date scientific knowledge, their relative lack of 
experience, and their own struggles in establishing work-life balance and their professional 
identities make it difficult for them to step back and offer guidance to others (Rose, Rukstalis, & 
Schuckit, 2005). Administrators must invest the necessary resources to prepare junior faculty for 
successful mentorship, which as indicated in this study, is likely to translate into success in terms 
of higher research productivity. For departments without a doctoral program, faculty research 
expectations must take into account the lack of student support from this invaluable resource.     
The only personal factor that significantly impacted the quantity of publications was 
number of semesters of research assistantship an individual had during graduate school. This 
finding implies that graduate students should actively seek out opportunities to work with faculty 
as research assistants, since this early involvement in research activity leads to higher levels of 
productivity as a future faculty (Ramsden, 1994). However, while graduate students are offered 
assistantships as a means to fund their education, the exact nature of their assignment – research 
or teaching – is most often outside of their control. Thus, while the number of semesters of 
research assistantship one has had as a graduate student is considered a personal characteristic 
that impacts research productivity, it is, to a large extent, institutionally determined, and 
reinforces the importance of the role of the institution in the individual’s research career.      
As for the quality of publications, teaching load is the other institutional factor (besides 
the availability of research assistants) that shows a significant influence. The number of classes 
taught by the individual had a negative effect on the quality of publications, a finding that is 
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consistent with previous studies (Sharobeam and Howard, 2002). However, the solution to this 
challenge is not straightforward. While Sharobeam and Howard (2002) argue that lack of support 
in the form of teaching assistants increases the time and effort faculty must spend preparing for 
class, and thus increases the time spent away from research, the present study did not find any 
evidence to support that the availability of teaching assistants contributes to an increase in the 
quality of publications (p = .845). In fact, much evidence on this issue appears to suggest that 
faculty may actually need to be better trained in time management. The more productive 
researchers appear to regularly allocate more time to research than to teaching or service (Bellas 
& Toutkoushian, 1999; Hu & Gill, 2000; Teodorescu, 2000). While many faculty believe that 
research and teaching are complementary and not competing activities (Sharobeam & Howard, 
2002), the reality is that these activities do compete for the limited amount of time available to 
faculty to carry out their job responsbilities. Thus, given the increasing importance of (quality) 
research on promotion and tenure, and the need to effectively manage one’s allocation of time 
rather than relying on the availability of teaching assistant support and/or interventions such as 
release time (Paul et al., 2002), Boice’s (1987) tested alternative suggestion, while seemingly 
obvious, would appear to hold water: that faculty can produce significant amounts of writing by 
finding time for brief, daily writing sessions.  
The only personal factor that affects the quality of publications is the use of secondary 
data. Faculty who had a higher proportion of their overall publications based on secondary data 
were found to publish more in the top tier HTM journals. As highlighted by Mckercher (2015), 
top tier journals in HTM are high impact i.e. they exert significant influence over the field by 
actively seeking studies that encourage new ideas, expand the body of knowledge, and challenge 
existing dogma. That secondary data sets are typically high quality (Thomas and Heck, 2000) 
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and thus provide a mechanism for researchers to address high impact questions (Smith et al., 
2011) points to the importance of this variable to researchers looking to publish in the leading 
journals in the field.   
 In addition to the significant determinants of the quantity and quality of research 
productivity, three other factors that were not found to be significant also merit discussion: rank, 
gender, and number of publications during the highest degree. First, research productivity was 
not significantly different across academic ranks (assistant, associate, and full professors), either 
in terms of quantity or quality. This result points to the usefulness of operationalizing research 
productivity as the number of publications per year i.e. activity attainment, as opposed to the 
total number of publications throughout one’s career i.e. absolute attainment (Wood, 1995).  
There exists a naturally occurring correlation between the total number of publications and the 
number of years spent in academia (for the present study, r = .432; p = .000); thus, using absolute 
attainment does not accurately reflect an individual’s long-term productivity.   
Second, previous studies have found that males tend to be more productive researchers 
than females - an observation that has been ominously labeled the productivity puzzle. A variety 
of explanations have been offered to explain this phenomenon: that women allocate less time to 
research than to teaching or service as compared to men, motherhood and the accompanying 
division of labor, more restrictive collaboration networks and access to resources, and their 
choice of research topics and level of specialization, among others (Bellas & Toutkoushian, 
1999; Larivière, Vignola-Gagné, Villeneuve, Gélinas, & Gingras, 2011; Long, Allison, & 
McGinnis, 1993; Sax et al., 2002; Stack, 2004). However, the present study did not find a gender 
difference in either the quantity or the quality of publications, a result that is consistent with 
Webber (2011) who found no significant difference in research productivity between 168,000 
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male and female faculty members in over 200 doctoral universities in the US. Within the field of 
HTM, Zhao and Ritchie (2007) found that male scholars overwhelmingly dominated the list of 
leading academics in the top eight journals in tourism research, with women comprising only 
10.5% of their sample. Women comprised 35% of the sample in the present study, which is 
consistent with the overall participation rate of women in academic university positions (Tower, 
Plummer, & Ridgewell, 2007). In this regard, the present sample is more encompassing and 
representative of HTM in the US, since the publication counting mechanism did not exclude 
researchers simply because they did not publish in particular journals within a particular 
timeframe.  
Third, the number of publications the individual had achieved at the time of obtaining 
his/her highest degree was not significant in either model of quantity or quality of publications. 
This observation was particularly surprising given that the number of semesters for which an 
individual had a research assistantship during his/her highest degree had a significant positive 
impact on the quantity of publications as a faculty member. It implies that early involvement in 
research activity as a research assistant, which allows a person to learn the process of conducting 
research, is more important to their future success than immediate publications as a graduate 
student. In fact, Buchmueller et al. (1999) found that just submitting an article as a graduate 
student was positively related to publications as a faculty member. These findings suggest that 
graduate students must focus on equipping themselves with all the necessary tools and 
techniques while in school - both theoretical and methodological - that will enable them to 
conduct more and high quality research as faculty members.  
This finding also has important implications for department heads and faculty search 
committees that recruit graduate students for academic positions in HTM. While the number of 
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publications as a graduate student should indeed be considered, it does not mean that those who 
have not published during this time or published less than other applicants be overlooked. There 
may be several factors that contribute to a graduate student publishing while in school, many of 
which may be outside of his/her control. As previously highlighted, some graduate students are 
given teaching assistantships as a means of funding, for which they may be required to teach one 
or more classes. The time required to prepare and teach these classes would not only detract from 
the task of learning how to do research - the fundamental basis of the graduate school experience 
- but also from converting pending research projects into actual publications. Thus, comparing 
their research productivity to a student who has only had multiple research assistantships during 
graduate school (and no teaching assistantships) is not an apples-to-apples comparison in the 
faculty search process. The present study’s findings pertaining to the positive impact of research 
assistantships on publication quantity, and that of the negative impact of teaching load on 
publication quality provide support to these assertions. Given the intricate nature of these 
interrelationships, the candidate screening process must recognize that while the past may be a 
prelude to the future, the long-run productivity and thus academic success of an individual is 
determined by a complex amalgam of factors. The field must move beyond the simplistic 
screening procedures that are currently employed, especially for early career faculty/assistant 
professors.  
 
5.2. Limitations and future studies 
Despite its contribution, the study is not without its limitations. That the majority of the 
respondents (84%) worked at research institutions was a function of the sampling frame, 
whereby faculty that belong to the top 100 research programs in the world, ranked by research 
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instances, (Severt et al., 2009) were surveyed. While the authors also distributed the survey 
through other outlets (GHE, TRINET) to capture US respondents at institutions (research and 
teaching) outside the 100 research programs identified by Severt et al. (2009), it is impossible to 
determine which institutions these additional respondents are from, due to anonymity 
requirements that respondents not be asked in the survey the name of institution at which they 
work. However, that the profile of our sample closely mirrors that of Mckercher et al.’s (2006) 
sample of academics around the world (including the US) gives us confidence in the 
generalizability of the results to research institutions in the US, those represented in Appendix A. 
Moreover, while faculty at teaching institutions can and do publish, and are thus impacted by the 
factors tested in this study (for e.g. availability of teaching assistants, teaching load, etc.), most 
research-based HTM programs in the US tend to employ the tenure system, exacerbating the 
publish or perish mentality, whereas research institutions in other countries, and/or teaching 
institutions in the US and outside, may use different forms of motivation towards research 
productivity or even measure faculty productivity differently. For example, Yankholmes (2014) 
highlights that the publish or perish mantra does not resonate among academics in sub-Saharan 
Africa given the emphasis on measures of quality teaching and the lack of systemic support for 
research productivity. Similarly, from a quality standpoint, publications in the top HTM journals 
are more important for the career of a scholar in the US than outside US (Pechlaner, Zehrer, 
Matzler, & Abfalter, 2004). Future research could thus conduct a worldwide comparison of the 
determinants of research productivity of HTM faculty.  
Second, the authors’ selection of journals to measure the quality of publications, while 
supported by existing studies (Svensson, Svaeri, & Einarsen, 2009; Tsang & Hsu, 2011), is an 
issue of considerable debate (Hall, 2011; McKercher, 2012; Zhao & Ritchie, 2007). Moreover, 
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relatively new yet well respected journals can be included in future studies, particularly in light 
of McKercher’s (2015) recognition of the need for researchers to publish in the “most 
appropriate outlet”, and McKercher and Tung’s (2015) finding that two of the high quality 
journals from this study do not comprise the preferred list of journals for the most prolific 
authors in the field. While these suggestions further complicate the debate regarding what is 
considered quality, they are important in view of the empirical reality of the field. 
Third, while the expert panel’s knowledge of survey design and subject matter expertise 
is without doubt, that they all belonged to the same institution may have somewhat limited a 
wider perspective on the factors that may be important in other institutions in terms of their 
impact on research productivity. However, the direct interaction between the panel participants, 
afforded by the fact that they were from the same institution (and not unknown to each other as 
in a traditional Delphi technique), allowed for a consensus to be reached, which is ultimately the 
objective of an expert panel (Pawlowski & Okoli, 2004). 
Finally, while the study provides a holistic and cohesive framework for future studies in 
HTM and in other fields, the two dimensions of determinants – personal and institutional – do 
not capture all the potential variables that can be included within them. For example, from a 
personal characteristic standpoint, the study did not capture the individual’s extent of 
collaboration in terms of single vs. multiple authorships, which would likely have a significant 
impact on the quantity and perhaps the quality of publications (McKercher and Tung, 2015). 
From an institutional standpoint, a variable such as the size of the faculty in the department, 
which would be indicative of the individual’s potential for direct collaboration, may have been 
significant in the present study (Dundar and Lewis, 1998). However, from a pragmatic 
standpoint, it would be impossible for any study to capture all the potential determinants of 
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research productivity without causing significant survey fatigue. While the present study’s use of 
an expert panel for variable selection somewhat alleviates this limitation, future studies can 
potentially examine the impact of a larger number of determinants, including 
perceptual/attitudinal criteria such as the perceived nature of collaboration (Lee and Bozeman, 
2005) or individual motivation (Bland, Center, Finstad, Risbey, & Staples, 2005).  
As emphasized by Drucker (1999), the most valuable asset of a 21st century institution, 
whether business or non-business, will be its knowledge workers and their productivity. In this 
regard, as the first study to examine the factors of HTM faculty members’ research productivity 
in their roles as knowledge workers, the present study addresses the larger issue raised by the 
diversity of knowledge work, and subsequent issues pertaining to the measurement and 
interventions associated with knowledge worker performance (T. Davenport, 2013; Ramírez & 
Nembhard, 2004).  
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Appendix A: List of institutions surveyed (based on Severt et al., 2009) 
 
Name of Institution Name of Institution Name of Institution 
Arizona State 
University 
Michigan State University 
 
University of Delaware 
Bowling Green State 
University 
New Mexico State 
University 
University of Florida  
Clemson University 
Northern Arizona 
University  
University of Hawaii at 
Manoa 
College of Charleston  Ohio State University  University of Houston 
Colorado State 
University  
Oklahoma State University 
University of Illinois at 
Urbana-Champaign  
Cornell University 
Pennsylvania State 
University 
University of Kentucky 
East Carolina University Purdue University University of Memphis 
Eastern Michigan 
University  
San Diego State University 
University of Missouri at 
Columbia  
Florida International 
University 
San Francisco State 
University 
University of Nevada at 
Las Vegas 
Florida State University 
 
Temple University University of New Orleans 
George Washington 
University 
Texas A&M University University of North Texas 
Georgia Southern 
University 
Texas Tech University University of Utah  
Iowa State University  UMass Amherst Virginia Tech 
Kansas State University 
University of Central 
Florida  
Washington State 
University  
Note: 5 US-based institutions from Severt et al.’s (2009) list of 100 programs were not 
included in the sampling frame, since email addresses for their faculty were not 
available on the institution website.    
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Appendix B: List of variables used in the study 
 
Variable Label Definition Calculation Literature Sources 
Independent Variables - Personal Characteristics 
gen Gender of respondent  Bellas and Toutkoushian (1999); Sax 
et al (2002) 
reasst Number of semesters for 
which the person had a 
research assistantship 
during highest degree 
 Buchmueller et al. (1999); Ramsden 
(1994)  
non_resasst Number of semesters for 
which the person had a 
non-research assistantship 
(for e.g. teaching 
assistantship) during 
highest degree 
 Luft et al. (2004) 
pubs_deg Number of publications 
accepted during highest 
degree 
Total number of refereed 
journal articles, 
conference proceedings, 
books (edited/authored), 
book chapters accepted for 
publication during highest 
degree 
Buchmueller et al. (1999) 
index Years of industry 
experience 
 Lin and Bozeman (2006) 
high_deg Highest degree obtained 
(Ph.D./Masters) 
 Hesli and Lee (2011) 
deg_type Highest degree from a 
research/teaching 
institution 
 Hesli and Lee (2011) 
res_inst Number of years in 
research institutions 
 Sharobeam and Howard (2002) 
teach_inst Number of years in 
teaching institutions 
 Sharobeam and Howard (2002) 
priv_inst Number of years in private 
institutions 
 Dundar and Lewis (1998) 
pub_inst Number of years in public 
institutions 
 Dundar and Lewis (1998) 
secondary Proportion of publications 
which used secondary data 
sources (previously 
collected/published data) 
  
Smith et al. (2011) 
quantitative Proportion of publications  Svensson et al. (2009); Tsang and Hsu 
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which used a quantitative 
methodology 
(2011) 
rank Position of individual 
within current institution: 
assistant, associate or full 
professor 
Measured as an ordinal 
variable (1 = assistant 
professor, 2 = associate 
professor, 3 = full professor) 
Hu and Gill (2000); Tien and 
Blackburn (1996) 
Independent Variables - Institutional Determinants 
pubs_ten Number of publications 
expected for tenure 
wherever tenure was 
obtained/attempted 
  
Zivney and Bertin (1992) 
reasst_week
 
Weighted average of hours 
per week for which 
research assistants are 
available 
Hours of research assistance 
per week at current 
institution* Number of years 
at current institution + Hours 
of research assistance per 
week at previous 
institution(s)* Number of 
years at previous 
institution(s) divided by total 
number of years in academia 
Kyvik and Smeby (1994) 
teaasst_week Weighted average of hours 
per week for which 
teaching assistants are 
available 
Hours of teaching assistance 
per week at current 
institution* Number of years 
at current institution + Hours 
of teaching assistance per 
week at previous 
institution(s)* Number of 
years at previous 
institution(s) divided by total 
number of years in academia 
Sharobeam and Howard (2002) 
class_year
 
Weighted average of 
number of classes 
taught per year 
Number of classes taught per 
year at current institution* 
Number of years at current 
institution +  Number of 
classes taught per year at 
current institution(s)* 
Number of years at previous 
institution(s) divided by total 
number of years in academia 
Buchheit et al. (2001); Paul et al. 
(2002) 
commit_doc Number of Ph.D. student 
committees 
chaired per year 
Total number of Ph.D. 
student committees chaired 
divided by total number of 
years in academia 
Law and Chon (2007); Lee and Law 
(2011) 
commit_mas Number of Masters student 
committees 
Total number of Masters 
student committees chaired 
Law and Chon (2007); Lee and Law 
(2011) 
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chaired per year divided by total number of 
years in academia 
fin_supp Whether the respondent 
was offered financial 
support when started 
working at current/previous 
institution(s)? 
 Teodorescu (2000) 
pubs_inc Whether the respondent 
was offered financial 
incentives at 
current/previous 
institution(s) for publishing 
research 
 Bland et al. (2005) 
nonfin_inc Whether the respondent 
was offered non-financial 
incentives at 
current/previous 
institution(s) for publishing 
research (e.g. release time) 
 Boice (1987); Paul et al. (2002) 
conf_supp Whether the respondent 
was provided financial 
support at current/previous 
institution(s) for attending 
conferences 
 Fennewald (2008); Wodarski (1991) 
Dependent Variables 
pubs_year
 
Total number of 
publications per year 
Number of refereed journal 
articles, 
conference proceedings, 
books (edited/authored), 
book chapters divided by 
total number of years in 
academia 
Hall (2011); Wood (1995) 
pubs_qual
 
Total number of refereed 
articles in six leading HTM 
journals per year 
Number of refereed journal 
articles in Cornell Hospitality 
Quarterly, 
International Journal of 
Hospitality Management, 
Journal of Hospitality & 
Tourism Research, Annals of 
Tourism Research, Tourism 
Management and Journal of 
Travel Research divided by 
total number of years in 
academia 
Lee and Law (2011); Wood (1995) 
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